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THE SEE OF ST. PETER. 

The supremacy claimed by the Church of Rome over 
all other Churches is based upon the three following pro- 
positions:— 1st. That our Blessed Lord gave St. Peter 
not merely a primacy of dignity or precedency in honour 
and rank over all the rest of his Apostles, but a primacy 
of jurisdiction, and a supreme power over the whole 
Church, including the several local Churches personally 
founded by St. John, St. James, St. Paul, and the rest 
of the Apostles. 2ndly. That our Lord ordained that 
these powers should not terminate with the Apostle, 
St. Peter, personally, but were to be transmitted to his 
successors ; and, 3rdly. That the Bishops of Rome were, 
alone, the successors of St. Peter, and that to them these 
supreme powers have been transmitted, in an unbroken 
succession, from St. Peter's death to the present day. 

If any one of these three links in the chain which 
supports the Roman supremacy fails, it is obvious that 
the whole structure must necessarily fall with it. 

We propose to consider each of these propositions with 
the seriousness it deserves, but, for the present, would 
ccufine ourselves to a few observations upon the last, 
and most practically important of them, viz. : Are the 
Bishops of Rome, alone, the successors of St. Peter? 

That St, Peter's authority, whatever it was, must have 
been rather in his Apostolic than bis Episcopal character, 
we should have thought almost self-evident, if we had not 
known how the minds of men are often warped by an 
anxiety to uphold a pre-conceived system. 

St. Peter had admittedly no successor in his character of 
an Apostle, any more than St. Paul had. It is, therefore, 
necessary to the Supremacy of the Church of Rome that 
the succession should be connected " with his inferior 
character of Bishop, and that St. Peter should be proved 
to have been the first Bishop of Rome, without which the 
whole theory of the Papal Supremacy falls to the ground, 
even if the other links in the chain were satisfactorily es- 
tablished. The burthen of proof here lies clearly on the 
supporters of the claims of the See of J tome, and that proof 
Roman Catholic writers undertake to furnish, and triumph- 
antly refer to certain passages in ancient writers which 
speak of the Church of Rome as "founded by St. Peter," 
as "the Chair of Peter," as "the See of Peter," as if such 
expressions established satisfactorily all that was necessary 
to prove that St. Peter lived and died exclusively Bishop 
of Rome and of no other see or city. There are, we think, 
Many difficulties in the way of Roman Catholic advocates 
in attempting to prove this alleged historical fact. 

St. Jerome, in the 5th century, distinctly asserts, both 
of St. Peter and St. Paul, that they were not bishops of 
any one city, but of the whole globe.* 

Father Henschenius, commenting on the old Roman 
Calendar, also assigned to the beginning of the fifth cen- 
tury, and inserted in the Acta Sanctorum (1st vol. for 
A Prjl) — says, " St. Peter undertook the Episcopate after 
Christ's ascension, but without Us being limited to any given 
place" (sed nulli certo loco adstrictum). 

•" Non solum nnius nrbis Bed totius orbis erant Eplscopl" (Petroa 
<* Pantos). St. Hieron. Epiet Adranu Vigilantium. 



Irenaeus and Eusebius are sometimes supposed to have 
stated that St. Peter was bishop of Rome ; but we shall 
see that this is not the case. 

Henry de Valots (Valesius), the Roman Catholic com- 
mentator on Eusebius, acknowledges that neither Irenfflus,or 
Eusebius in his history, ever spoke of Peter as a Bishop any- 
where, and that it is a great mistake to suppose they do. 
"The Apostles," says Valesius, "had a rank peculiar to 
themselves, nor were they ever reckoned among the bishops 
of the Churches." — (On Eusebius iti. 14.) And again — 
" It must not be forgotten that Eusebius never reckoned 
the Apostles among the Bishops of the Churches, as 
I have already remarked. . 

Irenteus, as well as Eusebius, says, that Peter and Paul 
laid the first foundations of the Church which was in Rome, 
bnt these writers nowhere reckon them among the Bishops 
of that Church — (Valesius on Eusebius, iii- 21). e 

These few passages illustrate difficulty the first, and 
show that in the 5th century St. Peter wes not considered 
to have been in any special or exclusive sense connected 
with the See of Rome. Let us now come down later still, 
and see what was thought of the matter by writers of the 
7th century. 

Our readers will remember that the Irish Saint, Colum- 
banus, in writing to Pope Boniface IV. about a.d. 613, 
calls Rome the head of all the churches of the Western 
world (Europe), and second only to that of Jerusalem.* It 
will also be remembered that St. Cummian, in his cele- 
brated letter to Segienus of Iona, pleads in favour of his 
views, not on the authority of the Apostolic See of Rome, 
but of what he calls the "fourfold Apostolic See — Rome, 
Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria." 

Whether St. Peter founded the see of Antioch in person 
is doubtful ; but it is supposed that he founded that of 
Alexandria, through the instrumentality of Mark. 

Accordingly, we find noless remarkable a man than St. 
Gregory the Great (himself a Bishop of Home in the 7th 
century), when in writing to Eulogius, Bishop of Alexan- 
dria, referring to each branch of what he termed the triple 
see of St. Peter — Borne, Alexandria, and Antioch — as 
having equal claims with one another both in honour and 
authority; and disclaiming any special honour to himself, 
inasmuch as the Bishop of Alexandria, to whom he was 
writing, was himself one of St. Peter's successors. ' 

Can anything be more conclusive than the foregoing do 
enments to prove that Rome was not considered, either 
in the 5th or 7th centuries, as paramount to all other 
Churches, or exclusively the See of Peter ? 

It is plain that neither St. Jerome, nor St. Co- 
lumbanus, St. Cummian, nor St. Gregory the Great, 
had ever beard of the doctrine of Papal Supremacy, or 
dreamed of the See of Rome being the mistress of all other 
Churches, because it was the bishopric in which St. Peter 
died, or on any other ground whatever. 

We now proceed to the next difficulty in the way of the 
Papal theory, which is, that while there were twelve 
Apostles, each with the power of teaching all nations, there 
could be but one Bishop of any local see, whereas St 
Peter and St. Paul were 6o(A Bishops of Rome, if either 

* Valesius indeed refers to a passage in what is called the " Chroni- 
con" of Eusebius, in which the Episcopacy of Rome is attributed to St. 
Peter, but we purpose showing in our next number that the work 
there referred to cannot be relied on, for reasons which would require 
too much space to be stated here. 

c See Caiholic Layman, vol. v., p. 65. Flem. Col. Sac. p. 13S. 

<* See Catbolic Layman, vol. v.. p. 63. 
• Gregorti Magn) Opera. Bened. edition, vol. ii., p. 888. Epist. 
40. Lib. vii. ludictlone xv. Atl Eulogium Episcopum. S. Petri Sedeui 
Roma; Alexandria! et Antiocliis unius e.-se aique unam, Ac. 

" Suariasima mini Sanctitas vestra mutta in Epistolis suis de S. 
Petri Apostolum Principis Cathedra locuta est, dicetis quod ipse in ea 
nunc usque a suis succeasoribus sedeat. Et quidem ego indiguum 
me esse non solum in honore prassideutium, sed etiam in nuinero 
stautium agnosco. Sed cuncta quae dicta sunt, in eo libenter accepi, 
quod tile mini de Petri Cathedra locutus est qui Petri Cathedram 
tenet. Et cum me apeeialis honor nullo modo deiectat, vaide tamen 
{status sum quia vos Sauctissimi, quod mihi impeudistis, vobls- 
inetipsis dedistis. Quis enim neeciat Sanctain Eccleaiam iu Aposto- 
lorum principis soliditate tirmatam, qui hrmitatem mentis traxit 
in noiniai, ut Petris a petra vocaretur ?....... ltaque 

cum multi sint Apostoli, pro ipso tauten princlpatu sola A postolo- 
rum principis Sedes in auctoritate convaluit, que in tribus lodt unius 
est. Ipae enim sublimavit sedem, in qua eiiaun quiescere et prc- 
sentem vitamnnire dignatus est.— (Rome), ipse decoravit sedem 
in qua Kvangelistam discipulum mlsic— (Alexandria). Ipae lir- 
mavit Sedem in qua Septem annu, quamvia disce&surus, sedlt-- (An- 
tioch). Cum ergo unius atque una sit Sedes ex auctoritate di- 
vina tret nunc BpiKopi president, quidquid ego de vobis boni 
audio, hoc mihi impnto." 



of them was such, in that local and limited sense which 
alone would support the theory contended for. We shaH 
see this more clearly when we proceed a little further. 

Nothing, we think, tends more to embarrass those who 
are honestly searching for truth, than for controversialists 
to assume a broader ground of opposition than historical 
facts and evidence will warrant. 

There have not been wanting writers who have denied 
St. Peter ever visited Rome, or that the Church of Rome 
could, in any sense, have been founded by that Apostle. 

We, however, are not disposed to deny that the Church 
at Rome was, in a certain sense, founded both by St, Peter 
■and St. Paul; but we think it of some moment to a 
true understanding of the real relation which existed 
between Rome, as well as other Churches, and those 
great Apostles, to investigate a little more closely than 
is ordinarily done >n what way the Roman Church was 
founded by either St. Peter or St. Paul. 

A very simple investigation into the subject will satisfy 
any impartial inquirer that such expressions as — " Founded 
by St. Peter," " See of St. Peter," " Chair of St. Peter," 
and the like, as understood by the earliest writers and 
Fathers of the Church — bore a very different meaning from 
that usually attributed to them in modern controversy. 

Let us try the case by what is said about other Churches, 
such as those we have already named of Alexandria and 
Antioch, with respect to which no motive for a strained 
opinion exists in the minds of controversial writers on 
either side. 

Now, what does Cardinal Baronius, the great Roman Ca- 
tholic historian, say as to the foundation of those sees? 

" What does it mean," says he (a.d. 39, paragraph 
16), " when Peter is said to have founded the Church of 
Antioch ? They are quite wrong who think that Peter 
must have gone to Antioch for that purpose. When we 
say that Peter founded the See of Antioch, this must not 
be supposed to imply that Peter was among the first who 
preached there ; for that, it is quite evident, was done ex- 
clusively by those Christians who, on Stephen's death, were 
driven from Jerusalem." Barou. Annales torn. i. p. 272. 

So, with respect to Alexandria, thesamewritersays— "At 
Peter's chair at Alexandria was founded by that Apostle, 
though it cannot be made to appear that Peter ever was 
there, it is quite evident that his presence was not ne- 
cessary to found even a patriarchal See." Idem. p. 272. 

Before going farther it may be of use to call our reader's 
attention to the brief Scriptural narrative of the matter. 

We read in the Acts of the Apostles, chap, ii., v. 5-11, 
that at the time when the Holy Ghost fell on the Apostles 
at the feast of Pentecost (A.l>. 33), there were dwelling 
at Jerusalem devout Jews out of every nation under 
heaven — " Parthians, and Medes,andElamites,and inhabi- 
tants of Mesopotamia, Judea, and Cappadocia, Pontus and 
Asia, Phrygia, Egypt, and the parts of Lybia about 
Cyrene, strangers of Rome, Jews and Proselytes, Cretes, 
and Arabians" — and St. Peter, standing up with the 
eleven,' addressed this assembled multitude, including 
strangers from Rome, as well as dwellers in Asia and 
Egypt (no doubt among others, inhabitants of Antioch and 
Alexandria), and called on them all to repent and be bap- 
tized in the name of Jesus Christ, " whereby," says the 
sacred historian, v. 41, " in one day 3,000 souls were con- 
verted to the faith, who are stated not only to have been 
baptized forthwith, but to have steadfastly continued in the 
Apostles' doctrine and fellowship, and in breaking of bread 
and in prayers" — forming, in fact, the first Christian 
Church — " to which the Lord added daily such as should 
be saved." — v. 47. 

When this miraculous effect was produced in so short a 
time, we cannot be surprised to find that in one or two 
years afterwards, A.n. 34, 35, when the persecution arose 
about Stephen, 15,000 members of the Church h (according 
to the calculation of Cardinal Baronius) must have been 
collected at Jerusalem, containing in fact the first members 
of all the most ancient Churches, who were then scattered 



g " Peter," says the learned Father Tillemont, " pronounced that dia 
course ro the name of the other Jpottlet, who all spoke by his mouth 
and who authorized him by their presence; for they could not all t>peak 
at 'once j a remark in which he was preceded by St. Chrysostom — 
*"fhey allowed Peter to speak for them, for they could not all speak 
together." So St. Cyprian, " Petrua onus pro omnibus loquena et ec- 
clesiai voce respondens ait, etc."— Epia. 55, p. 83. Bened. Ed. Paris, 
1736. 

a Annales Tom. i. p. 250, "Ultra quindecim millia credeutium." 
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•broad ani wnwt about ejrerywhernsreanhing the Word — 
See Acts viia-1. 4. 

Cardinal Baronius's account of tbiafoundatio%or first 
creation of the Christian Churdhes (Annates a.d. 35, 
paragraphs 1, 2, and 3), is as follows: — p. 248-5. 

"In the 35th year after the birth of Chrisi, all the Chris- 
tians, except the Apostle*, were compelled to leave Jeru. 
salera on Stephen's death, when the; proceeded into dif- 
ferent countries, the most widely separated from one ano- 
ther. In these countries they preached the Gospel, and 
enabled the Apostles, in this manner, to multiply under fa- 
vourable circumstances the Churches of God. For it was 
not only into Judea and Samaria, as Luke mentions, 
chap, viii., that these first Christians travelled. He also 
teHs as most distinctly that they passed the frontiers of 
Palestine, and went into other countries— See Acts xi. 
19. " Now, they which were scattered abroad ]upon the 
persecution that arose about Stephen, travelled as far as 
Phenicc, and Cyprus, and Antioch, preaching the word to 
none but the Jews only," but very successfully it wonld ap- 
pear from verse 21, where itissaid, "The hand of the Lord 
was with them ; and a great number believed, and turned 
unto the Lord." " We find also," continues Cardinal Ba- 
ronius, " that an immense number of these first Jewish 
converts went into Asia, to whom Peter afterwards wrote 
hi3 Epistles, inscribed to those scattered throughout Pon- 

tus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia 

Pot the Jews lived far and wide, in Asia, and Africa, and 
even Europe, as well as within the limits of the Holy Land ; 
and that the number of these first Christians was very 
great, is evident ; for if any one will only calculate them, 
and reflect that none but the Apostles remained at Jerusa- 
lem, he will find that several thousand Christians must 
hare been scattered over the world on that occasion." 

That the Fathers believed the Church of Rome to have 
existed about the same period appears from what they sny 
of the Emperor Tiberius, and hisdifferences with the Koman 
Senate respectingit. Tiberins died in the spring of a.d. 87 ; 
and daring his life the Christian Church at Rome had 
gained such importance and notoriety, that it is said that 
Tiberius actually proposed to the Senate that Jesus Christ 
should be worshipped among the gods of Rome.' If 
Orosias is to be believed — " The Senate not only 
refused this apotheosis of the Saviour, but passed 
a law for the expulsion of the Christian Church 
from Rome — which, however, Tiberins neutralized hy a 
counter mandate, threatening death to those who should 
bring the necessary accusations against the members of this 
community — Lib. vii. c. 4. 

All this, it will be remembered, is alleged to have occur- 
red before the spring of a.d. 37, and, therefore, within two 
years after the dispersion of the disciples of Jerusalem, who 
were scattered upon Stephen's martyrdom, in A.D. 34, and 
while the Apostles, including St. Peter, were residing at 
Jerusalem, where they continued, according to the most 
eminent writers, including Baronius, foroio«( twelve years, 
before their departure (or Exodus) out of Judea. 

That this is the view taken by the early Fathers of the 
mode in which the Churches of Antioch, Alexandria, and 
Rome were founded by the Apostles, is easily demon- 
strated ; and we may give, as further illustration of what 
we have already said, one or two passages, in which the 
subject is dealt with in a very brief and explicit man- 
ner: — 

St. Iben^eus, observing on the ad< iresses of St. Peter, in 
the second and subsequent chapters of the Acts, says — 
" These are the words of that Church at Jerusalem by 
which every otheb Chdbch was commenced ;"i and 
Gbecory of Nisse, who lived a.d, 390, in his sermon on 
St. Stephen, says—" From this time the disciples of the 
twelve began to traverse the whole world, and this was the 
beginning of the diffusion of the Gospel in all quarters ; 
for if the Jews had not thus persecuted the first Christians 
after Stephen's murder, perhaps iheblessings of the Gospel 
might have betn confined to Jerusalem."* What can more 
plainly show that St. Peter and the other Apostles were 
considered as having founded distant Churches through the 
instrumentality of others, rather than personally them- 
selves. 

It would he easy to multiply quotations from learned 
Roman Catholic writers of the highest character, to the 
sanaa effect : — 

"They hold,* says Tiltemont, "that St Peter founded 
the See of Alexandria, and that he did so through the in- 
strumentality of Hark." ' " If Others," says Baronius, 
" preached at Antioch before Peter, n'M were thus con- 
sidered to have founded the Chun h, Pvier and Paul can- 
not, in that sense, be said to be its founders ; but if, on 
the other hand, Peter is to be contidered to have founded 
the Church of Antioch, notwithstanding that it urns not he 
who' introduced the Gospel there, Paul is certainly en- 
titled to be considered, in this light, quite as much, as 
Peter ; for Paul did quite as much as Peter to promote 
that object So that St Ignatius, writing to the Magne- 



, The whole account will be found at length in DertttUUa (Apol. v.), 
F.aeebius (ii. 3), p. 84, and many otter .* itturi. 

> " Aurai jWvai rijc E*cXijffUKf , «l i;c mM tax*!*** 
tc<Xns-ta ri|v aoxi"'" 

Hss voces Ecclesin ex qua habnii omnia Eeolesia initium. 

tremens contra hotresos, lab. iii. c. 12, p. 196. Ben. ed., 
1710. c. aa. Grabe, Oxnn, 1702, p. 226. 

* Greg. Nyssen. Oper. Parte ed. 1»7». p. W». 

' His. Ecde to a i. p. 952. Paris ed. 1693. 



. Paul had as. roach to da with the Jounda- 



nans, says m*—-. — » ~— — — — - — ^- 7 --< — --- N ■ — - -- ,, . 

Jton of the Cinrch at Antioch aa PeterAad, and dint the ; Gospel amang the Hebrews in their own language, while 



Church of Antioch wa3 foanded by both of them 

In theaame sense, and we think in n» other, it is appa- 
rent that the Church at Rome was foanded by both St. 
Peter and St Paul. 

St. Irenaus (in chap. in. 3) speaks of the Church at 
Rome as that greatest and most ancient Church, known to 
all, which was founded and constituted by the two most 
glorious Apostles, Paul and Peter, but says nothing of 
either of them being Bishop of Rome." 

Dionysius of Corinth also calls it the plantation of 
Peter and Paul* And Bpiphanius says. Peter and Paul. 
were first at Rome both Apostles and bishops.o 

It follows plainly, from all this, that in whatever light 
we view St. Peter and St. Paul, whether as Apostles or 
Bishops, St. Paul must be acknowledged to have had quite 
as much to do personally with the foundation and building 
np of the Church at Rome as St Peter, except so far 
merely as St Peter's addresses and conversions at Jerusa- 
lem, at the feast of Pentecost, may be considered as having 
originally sowed the seedsof alt the most anaeatChnrchee. 
We need scarcely refer to the Epistle of St. Paul to the Ro- 
mans, which he wrote long before his personal presence 
among them (which is clear from his speaking in that let- 
ter of the Church at Rome as a flourishing Church, and 
his expressly alluding to his not having yet been able to go 
there — ch. xv., v. 22, 24). It will, of coarse, be also re- 
membered how St Paul, subsequently, for two years so- 
journed there (ch. xxviii., v. SO) in his own hired house, 
receiving all that came unto him, preaching the Kingdom 
of God, and teaching those things which concern the Lord 
Jesus Christ, with all confidence, no man forbidding 
him." 

While, however, the personal part taken by St. Paul in 
building up the Charch at Rome seems to have exceeded 
anything recorded of St Peter (who cannot be proved even 
to have resided there at all), we are not to assume that St 
Peter, and the eleven other Apostles with whom he was as- 
sociated, did nothing to edify or advance the Church at 
Rome during the twelve years that they remained together 
at Jerusalem after the dispersion of the disciples before 
spoken of; on the contrary, there can be no donbt, from 
what St. Luke tells ns in the Acts, that, as long as the 
Apostles remained together at Jerusalem, they occupied 
themselves in not only strengthening the foundations of the 
Roman Church, by their intercourse with the Roman con- 
verts already made, but that they also contributed to its 
extension and edification, by sending over, from time to time, 
fresh supplies of converts from the Roman Jews — either 
from those of them who, as Philo informs us (De Lejatione 
ad Caium, p .1014, Frankfort ed. 1691), repaired to Jerusa- 
lem with the proceeds of the first fruit offerings every year, 
or from such other Roman Jews as for any other purpose vi- 
sited that city, in which, for their accommodation, there was 
a Roman synagogue with a school attached to it There 
can bo no doubt that in this way the Apostles added to 
that Church daily ; and that not converts only, but persons 
whom they deputed to preach for them on their return, 
and to baptize for them at Rome. 

There are two other passages in Irenaens which deserve 
attention, as bearing on this subject, and which distinctly 
treat St. Peter and St Panl as equally engaged in evan- 
gelizing and founding the Christian Church at" Rome, at a 
time too when it is clear that neither of them were there 
in person, and, therefore, could only have been so engaged 
in the manner we have already referred to. 

The Greek term "evangelizing," we may premise, denotes 
as well instructing a Charch by written documents as by oral 
preaching, and was indeed subsequently applied almost 
exclusively to written instructions. There is also another 
sense in which that expression is nsed, which we shall best 
explain by referring to eminent writers and critics, Roman 
Catholic as well as Protestant. "In the beginning of 
Christianity," saysFatherCalmet, in his Dictionary, "there 
were evangelists and preachers, who, without being fixed 
to any Church, preached wherever they were led by 
the Holy Spirit." "We learn from Ensebins and 
other writers, cited by Suicer," says Dr. Bloomfield, " that 
in the Apostolic Church ' evangelists' was the appellation 
given to those preachers who aided the labours of the Apos- 
tles, not by taking charge of any particular Church, bat by 
acting as itinerant preachers and teachers wherever their 
labours might be needed, and thus building on a founda- 
tion previously laid by the Apostles." 

Let us now look at the passages in Iremeus above 
alluded to. 



m lrenNus,p. 175., Ben. Kd. Urabes Kd.Oion, p. 2^1 — "aedauonlam 
valde looguos est in hoc tali volumtne omnium eccleaiarnm enume- 
rare lucceuiones. maximal, et antiquisinue et omnibus eognitas, a 
glortoussimit duobut Apouotu Petro et Paulo Romas fundaue ei con- 
stitute Eceleaiat, Ac, Ac." 

""Tr)* itirb flirpovKai IlaiXov forf'tar." — Dionys. 
Corinth, apnd. Euseb. 2, 25. 

» '• Ey Vwp>) yap ytyovaai xpi»ro» Ilcrpeccat Tl*ii\o( 
ot AwotoXoi avrot cat Ewto-*oiroi, ftra Aivoc tira 
KXovros ttra KXij/jijvc evyxpovocuv lit r pi cat Ila vXS." 

" Etenim Karaee. primi omuium Petrus et Paulas ApofltoU 
p&riter atque Episcopi fuerunt lnde Linus, tunc Cletus. 
Post buuc Clemens Putri et Pauli temporum eqnalis." 

Epiph. Dionysius Petavius Jesuit edition, ad hssres. Lib. 
torn, ii., cap .6 .hasres. Carpocratiani xxvii., p. 107. — Paris, 1 622. 

We believe Epiphanins, who was Bishop of Constantia in Cyprus, 
a.D. 403, was the earliest writer who applies the term " Bishop" in 
any way to St. Peter. 



" Mattliew,"sayslren«us (Lib. iii. c. 1.), " published his 



Peter and Paul were engaged in evangelizing ami founding 
the Christian Church at Rome. And after their departure, 
Mark, also the disciple and interpreter of Peter, gave us in 
writing what Peter made the peculiar subject ofhis procla- 
mations to the dispersion."' 

Now, the Gospel of St. Matthew waspublished, at latest, 
a.d. 41,* before either St Paul or St. Peter could have 
personally visited Rome ; while Irenseus here states they 
were engaged in " evnngelizing and founding" the Church 
there, at the date of the publication of St. Matthew's Gos- 
pel, which corroborates, in the strongest manner, onr view of 
the matter, and proves clearly that the Apostles' presence 
in a city was not at all necessary to enable them to 
" found," " plant," " erect," or " evangelize," a Chureh 
there; which being once well understood, we shall be the 
less in danger of drawing unsound conclusions from similar 
passages in the aneient writers, who have incidentally and 
less distinctly alluded to the subject. 

The third passage from Irenasus (Lib. iii. 3.) will re- 
quire no explanation, but affords, we think, the clearest 
confirmation of the views we have above given. It is thus : 
"The blessed Apostles having founded and edified (or built) 
that Church (of Rome), gave the ministration of its Epis- 
copal duties to Linus. This is the Linus whom Paul men- 
tions in his Epistles to Timothy."* 

We think we have now established, beyond any reason- 
able doubt, that the meaning attached by the early wri- 
ters to the phrases " founding" or " evangelizing" a Church 
does not prove or imply that the founder had any personal, 
much less any exclusive, relation to it ; that St. Peter 
was as much considered by them the founder of the other 
ancient Churches, at Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria, 
as he was of that at Rome, and also that St. Paul was 
just as much the founder of the Church of Rome (to say 
the least of it) as St. Peter ; and, consequently, that if 
St. Peter could be justly considered as Bishop of Rome, 
St. Paul must also he considered as Bishop of Rome, at 
the same period, a consequence which seems to us to 
establish clearly that, though both were Apostolic 
founders of the Church at Rome, neither of them was 
ever Bishop of Rome. 

The third difficulty in the way of the Roman Catholic 
advocate, in his attempts to prove that St. Peter was 
the first Bishop of Koine, and held that See until hU 
death (which is also admittedly necessary to the doctrines 
we are considering) is, that it seems indisputable that 
there were, a,t least, two other Bishops of Rome (if not 
three) successively one after another, during the lifetime of 
St. Peter and St. Paul— viz., Linus and Clemens, which 
seems absolutely inconsistent with either St. Peter or St. 
Paul having been themselves Bishops of Rome, though 
they both may have had Apostolic authority over that 
as well as all other Churches. 

The Apostolical Constitutions (so called), a very ancient 
work, written, probably, in the third century, represent 
Linus as ordained first Bishop of Rome by St. P<iul, and 
Clement, after the death of Linus, ordained Bishop of 
Rome by St. Peter.' 

Tertullian, also, tells us that Clement was ordained by 
St Peter.' 

We have already seen what St. Epiphamus says upon 
this subject, interposing, however, another bishop, Cletus, 
between Linus and Clemens, expressly adding that 
Clemen*, who followed Cletus, was contemporary with both 
St. Peter and St. Paul. 

Irenaus also tells us that Anadetus succeeded Linus, 
and that Clemens, in the third place from the Apostles, 
obtained the Bishopric, who himself saw the Apostles, 
and conferred with them." 

Eusebius reckons the Bishops of Rome thus— Linus 
(Book iii., c 2.) ; Anacletus (c 13.); Clemens (c. 15) ; 
and he says, that Clement was the third Bishop of 
Rome.' - , , 

Eusebius tells us, c. 34, that Evari atus succeeded 

. G-nbe's Ed , p. 198. Ben. Ed., 174. " Itt Malthams in Hebrala 
lpsornm llngna ScripWrara edidit Evangelil, cum Putins et Panloi 
Bomas erangelijarent et fundarent Eecleslam. Post vero honint 
eioessum Marcns diacipnlus et usttrpres Petri et. ipse qo* a Petro an- 
nantiau entnt, per Scripts nohia tradldit.* «.•..«_. 

1 Father Tillemont and other Roman Catholic, as well as all the Pro- 
testant writers, assign a much earlier date to this Gospel. Baronius, 
with whom Calmet and Ceillier agree, says it was written in the year 
41. (SeeAnnal*,A.D.41,I>«ragTaphl5). 

' " Giuikiuoavric. oSi» ««« oUoSoptfoavrfc. ol uoxi- 
ptoi 'AwoVreXoi r^v 'E**Xijo-«'a»>, Aiv«» r»jc B»«reo- 

wijf XitTovpyletv ivix*'?"""'" . „ , , ,, ..^ 

FundanlM Ww 1 tastrueme. beatl Aponoli KselaaUm Llao epb- 

copatumadmliiistMode.eocleabB tradiderunt.- Ireoajus Ben. Ed. 17fc, 

Qrabes Bd.p. 30% 

. Tijc Si 'Pu/iaiuv 'E*«Xif<ruic Atvoc J»«»* • KX«»- 

tiac rfutec vrb TlaiXov, KX*j^ik ** r»« ra T0V , A,y " 

Z&varov vtc' Ipov llirpov livrtpoc Ktxftporivnrai. 

—Const Apost 7. 

Lioum Claudhn Olium ecclesiaj Romanorum episcopum, pnnama 
Paulo ordlnatum, post mortem vero Lini Clementem, quern egn. 
Petrus secundum ordioavi — Apns. Con. rll., c. 47. Labbe ana U)i», 
Con. Gen. I., 462. , _ „ . _,„»__ 

» » Romanorum ecclesin* Cleajentom a Petro ordlnatum edit — 
Tert. de Pnescr. 33. . 

« Irenaeus Grabe's Ed, 2OT. Ben. Ed., 176.-" . . . tert" 
loco ab Apostolls episcopaium MHtltur Clemens qui el f Idit Apoatoios 
et contulit cum ei*." 

„ " o KXypnc r^c 'Pupaiav rat aiirbc. tKiXnoiac 
TpWoc, ijriff"co7ro£ icaraorac (c. 4),' 
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Clement, and, also, that Alexander obtained the fifth 
(accession from Peter and Paul." 

Optatus gives the same succession, except that he 
places Clement before Anacletus.* 

Rufinus, in his preface to the Recognitions of Clement, 
jays, that it was the common opinion that Linus, Cletus, 
and Clemens succeeded as Bishops of Rome while St. 
Peter was still alive, and adds — " Some inquire how, 
seeing Linus and Cletus were bishops in the city of 
Rome before Clement, Clement himself writing to James, 
eould say, that the See was delivered to him by Peter ; 
whereof this reason has been given us (mark, he does not 
give it as his own supposition merely, but as he had it 
by tradition from others) — -viz., that Linus and Cletus 
were, indeed, Bishops of Rome before Clement, while 
Peter was yet living — viz., that thty might take the 
charge of the bishopric, while he, himself, fulfilled the 
effice of the apostleship." 7 

St. Epipkanius assigns the same reason for the ap- 
pointment of Linus, Cletus, and Clemens as Bishops of 
Rome — viz., " Because the Apostles Peter and Paul did 
take journeys into other countries for preaching Christ, 
but the city of Rome could not be without a bishop."' 

St. Epiphauius tells us that Peter often visited Pontus 
and Bithynia, and alludes, also, to St. Paul having visited 
Spain.* 

Cardinal Baronius goes still farther, and asserts that it 
was the office of St. Peter, as an apostle, not to stay in one 
place, but as much as it was possible for one man to travel 
over the whole world, and to bring those who did not yet 
believe to the faith, but thoroughly to establish believers. b 

St. Chrysostom shews, that the offices of Apostle and 
Bishop are in truth inconsistent; "the Apostles being 
rulers ordained by God, rulers not taking several nations 
and cities, but all of them in common entrusted with the 
whole world."" Whereas, Bishops are pastors who " do sit, 
and are employed in one place."* 

Baronius also (in p. 537) enumerates the names of a 
variety of Churches which claim to have been planted by 
St. Peter or his disciples — Mauritania, Numidia, Britain, 
all Italy, Gaul, Spain, Africa, Sicily, &c., &c., and in 
another place, a.d. xxxix, p. 272, says, " How could he 
who had the care, not of one city only, but of all Christen- 
dom ; who was bound to provide for all, to visit all, if he 
could, to instruct, to admonish all — in short, to feed the 
whole flock entrusted to him — how could he (and espe- 
cially in times when the Christian faith was everywhere 
assailed, both by Jews and Gentiles — how could he be con- 
fined within the limits of one city, however dignified, and 
not rather (as St. Luke testifies he did) go round and visit 
all the Churches?" 

What a powerful and convincing reason to satisfy any 
reflecting mind that St. Peter never undertook the office 
of Bishop of Rome — an office the duties of which he well 
knew were incompatible with his higher engagements as an 
Apostle ! e 

We have other cogent reasons to give why we do not be- 
lieve that St. Peter was ever Bishop of Rome, but we 
pause here to ask whether any of our correspondents, or 
any other advocate of the Roman Catholic Church, will 
try to get over any of the three difficulties we have already 
suggested. 

In the meantime, will our readers believe that in the 
foregoing article we have actually been dealing with what 
are usually considered by Roman Catholics as some of the 
strongest passages and arguments which the advocates of 
the Papacy have ever adduced in favour of the key-stone 
of their whole system— viz., the (disputed) fact that St. 
Peter was ever Bishop of Rome. 



w " 7ifft-jrrnv a-xb Tlkrpov Kai HaitXov xardytav Sta- 
Soxiv." — Book iv., c. 1. 

* Lino successit Clemens, Clement! Anacletus, Anacleto Evaristus, 
Bvaristo Alexander, Alexandre Sixtus, &c— Lib. it Pupln* Ed., 
p. 31. We may here observe tbafc the learned Jesuits Labbe and 
Cotsart, whose " Concilia Generalia" ire have ao often occasion to 
quote, in vol. xvi., page 130., give a list or the Bishops or Rome, In 
which Cletus and Anacletus are treated as distinct persons, on*? of 
whom preceded Clemens, and the other succeeded him. See Catholic 
Layman, vol. ii., p. 137. Dr. Milner, also, in his End of Controversy 
(letter xxvill., note), ass'imes Cletus and Anacletus to be distinct 
persons. 

y Qutdam enim reqnirunt quo modo, cum Linus et Cletus in urbe 
Roma ante Clemenlem nunc fuerlnt Episcopi, ipse Clemens, ad 
Jacobum scrlbrns, »iui dicat a Pttro docendl Cathedram tradttarn , 
cujus rel hancaccepimusesverationem, quod Linus et Cletus foerunt 
quidem ante. Clemenlem Kpi,copi in urbe Roma, sed superstite Petro; 
videlicet ut ill! Kpiscopitus curam gererent, ipse vero Apostolalus 
impleret ofBciuro."— Uufln, in Prasf. ad Clem. Uecogo. 

2 ITXt/v tcXXd rat oirtoc ySvvaTo in Trtpiovrwp 
Tiov 'AjrooroXoiv, Qtiui St r<Ji» jrfpi nirpov Kai Ilav- 
\ov, EiriaKoirovc dXXovc. KaQiaraaOai, Sia to roic 
Airoo-rd'Aoiic iroXXaKic ini rac aWac irarpiSui; ti)v 
voptiav oriWioQat, Sia to Kr)pvyua tov Xpiarov 
an CvvaaOai Si rijv ruv 'Pwjtaiwv ir6\iv avtv 'Ettw- 
•jotow uvai. — Epip. Hoeres. 27, ut supra. 

• llirpoc iroXXaictc Hovrov Kai BtOuviav tTiaKHJ/aro. 
— Uld— " Petrm vero Pontum ac BithynUm taroenumero pera 
fravlr. 

* Baron. Annates, 58. Sec 51, vol. 1, p. 53$. 

, *" 'Apxovric. ittrtv uiro tov flfow ^ctpoTovijdki'Tf j 
«• A7roo-roXor apxovreg Svk I8vn Kai 7roXtic Stafo- 
povc XapfSdvovTtc., dXXil itavrtc. Koivf; rrjv oiKOvp'tvtiv 
fyxto-reu9evr»c."-*-Chryst. op. torn. 8, p. 115. Paris, 
1838. 

'"01 maBifixtvoi Kai vtpitva totov i)axo\npivoi." 
—Id. in Epb. 4. 11, torn. 11. p. 95. 



THE DOUAY BIBLE, ITS HISTORY AND 
AUTHORITY. 
We have already devoted several pages to the discussion 
of the numerous important and interesting questions con- 
nected with the Roman Catholic English Bible.* Our 
chief object has been to open the eyes of our Roman 
Catholic readers to the remarkable fact that the present 
Douay Bible differs from the original one in a multitude of 
places ; and that, in the great majority of instances, the 
changes which have been made are corrections introduced 
from the Protestant authorised version. We propose in 
this article to add some further particulars relative to the 
history and authority of this famous Douay Bible. b 

It could have been no light cause that led to the trans- 
lation of the Bible into English by Roman Catholics ; for 
it is a recognised dogma of the Church of Rome that ver- 
nacular translations of the Bible are not necessary for the 
laity, and that they should not be allowed to use them 
without the express sanction of a bishop or priest. It is 
true, this fact has been often and indignantly denied by 
Roman Catholics; but the evidence on which it rests is too 
strong to be overthrown by mere assertion. It is now 
more than six centuries since the Council of Toulouse 
(a.d. 1229) made its famous 14th Canon, prohibiting the 
laity from possessing either the New or Old Testament ; 
but, down to the. present hour, the Vatican has never inti- 
mated its disapprobation of the sentiments expressed by 
that Council, or in any way declared that the Seriptures 
are the property of the laity as well as the clergy, and 
ought to be read and studied by all. It was this undis- 
guised aversion of the ruling powers of the Church of Rome 
to the reading of the Scriptures that forced many writers of 
that communion to invent all kinds of silly and ridiculous 
reasons why vernacular versions should not be permitted. 
One of these reasons, excogitated by a learned professor at 
Douay, about the beginning of the 17th century, is so > 
curious that it is worth reproducing here :— " Because," 
says Dr. Kellison,* "Christ sanctified three tongues with 
the title of the Cross, to wit, Hebrew, Greek, and Latin ; 
therefore the Church would have God's Word not to be 
written commonly in any other tongue than one of those 
three sanctified tongues." In other words, because Pilate 
wrote the inscription on the Cross in Hebrew, Greek, and 
Latin (in order that every one might read it), therefore 
the written Word of God ought to be limited lo the same 
three languages (in order that the multitude may not be 
able to read it) ! A hundred years later, Roman Catholics 
found it more prudent, when writing for Protestants, to 
adopt a different tone in reference to the circulation of the 
Scriptures. Dr. Milner, for example, thus writes in the 
year 1808 (Tour in Ireland. Letter xviii.)— " With respect 
to the laity, she (the Church of Rome) never interdicted 
the Bible to them, as Protestants suppose ; but she enjoined 
that those who took the mysterious Book in hand should 
have received such a tincture of learning as to be able to 
read it in one or other of the learned languages, unless 
their pastor judged, from their good sense and good dis- 
positions, that they would derive no mischief from reading 
it in the vulgar tongue. At present, however, the Catholic 
prelates do not think it necessary to enforce even this 
restriction ; and, accordingly, you may find in the shops ol 
all the principal booksellers in Ireland, Bibles in folio, in 
quarto, and in octavo, which are indiscriminately offered 
for sale with the entire approbation of those prelates.'' d 
And some years later (1825), Dr. Doyle, in his exami- 
nation before a committee of the House of Lords, stated— 
" That we have no aversion to the reading of the Bible, 
and to the possession of it by the laity of our Church, is 
best proved by the great many editions it has gone 
through in Ireland, under our express sanction ; and 
to which editions there is prefixed a rescript of Pius 
VI., directed to a prelate in Italy called Martini, 
who had translated the Bible out of the Vulgate into the 
Italian language. We prefix this rescript of Pius VI. to 
our editions in English of the Bible, in order to show that 
not only we, but the head of our Church is joined with us 
in exhorting the faithful to read the word of God... So 
that, of all things said of us, there is not anything said of 
us more opposed to truth than that we are averse to the 
circulation of the Word of God."— Phelans Digest ofEvt- 
denee, §•«., 1, p. 221. 

Such are the statements made by Roman Catholic 
divines, when speaking or writing for Protestants. But, 
on suitable occasions, and before fit hearers, their language 
is very different. Thus, the same Dr. Milner elsewhere 
not only admits, but justifies, the restrictions placed by his 
Church on the reading of Scripture:— " Substituting," he 
says, " the dead letter of the text for the living voice of the 
Church, is the ready means of undtrmining the Catholic 

« We Catholic Layhah, Vol. I, p. 42. Vol. II., pp. 49, 61, 74. 
Vol. IV., p. 75. 

6 Our materials are for the most part taken from Archdeacon Cot- 
ton's valuable work, entifed " ithemes and Doway." 

<= Anmer to Sutltfe, p. IS7, Rhemes, 1608 (the your before the pub- 
lication of the I'ouay Bible). 

<* As a comment on this hold statement about the abundance of 
Bibles, in all sizes, to be found in the bookseller's shops of Ireland, 
Dr. Cotton says, " I assert deliberately that, at that lime, the only 
editions procurable were, one in larce folio, published at about £4 ; 
one in 4to , published at £3 8s. M.; and the remnants of two Edin- 
burgh editions, in five large 12mo. vols., the latter of which editions 
was adrertised by Coyne of Dunlin, at the price of £1 I2s. 6d., in 
boards; a few copies on fine par-er. hot-pressed, price in super-txtr.* 
binding. £3 8a. 3d." Bibles at these prices, might, doubtless, be "in- 
discriminately offer*!' for sale, as Dr. Milner sijs; but weneed hardly 
aak, How many copies would be bought ? 



faith. - iSuppl. Mem. of Eng. Cath., p. 244.) The late 
Mr. Sheil re echoed the same sentiment in a speech ma4e 
at Cork, in the year 1824, in the course of which he said— 
" There was one point which he wonld concede to those 
whom he opposed. If it were a triumph, they might hove 
it He would confess that reading the Bible was subver- 
sive of the Roman Catholic Church." — (Report of tit 
Discussions, See, p. 40 ) Nor are these antiquated no- 
tions. Cardinal Wiseman, the highest Roman Catholie 
functionary in this empire, has deliberately recorded hit 
opinion on the subject in a recent pamphlet, entitled " The 
Catholic doctrine on the use of the Bible." He that 
writes ( p. 20), " If, therefore, we be asked, why we do not 
give the Bible indifferently to all ; and the shutting up (as 
it is called) of God's word be disdainfully thrown in our 
face ; we will not seek to elude the question, or meet the 
taunt by denial, or by attempts to prove that our prin- 
ciples on this subject are not antagonistic to those of Pro- 
testants. They are antagonistic : and we glory in avowing 
it." And again (p. 26;, " But though the Scriptures may 
be here permitted, toe do not urge them on our people : we 
do not encourage them to riad them : we do not spread them- 
to the utmost among them : certainly not.'' 

Such being the established and avowed sentiments of the 
Church of Rome respecting the circulation of the Scrip- 
tures among the laity, it could have been, as we have said, 
no light motive which induced such devoted adherents ae 
the founders of the College at Douay to undertake a trans- 
lation of them into English ; especially at that time, when 
the opposition to everything having the remotest affinity 
with Protestant principles was most violent and determined. 
What, then, was this motive 1 It may be stated very 
briefly; — necessity. When the English Protestant versions 
made during the reign of Henry VIII. had, despite of all 
opposition, become so widely diffused among the people 
that all notion of suppressing the circulation of God's Word, 
was abandoned as hopeless, the adherents of Rome had ne 
other resource than to neutralize as much as possible it* 
effect by vilifying the English Bible, and branding it with 
every opprobrious epithet they could invent. It was called 
"the Devil's Book,' 'the Gospel of the Devil," "the 
Devil's Word.'" But they soon began to perceive that this 
mode of proceeding was attended with but poor success, 
and that the reading of the EnglUh Bible was becoming 
more and more general. They accordingly were compelled 
to change their tactics ; and, as a matter of sheer neces- 
sity, they judged it advisable to set forth a rival version of 
their own. 

Accordingly, in the year 1582, an edition of the New 
Testament in English was published at Rlieims, whither 
the College of Douay (established fourteen years before) 
had been temporarily transferred. This version was fur- 
nished with a copious body of annotations, fiercely polemical 
in their tone, anil assailing in the bitterestand most abusive 
terms the Protestant Versions. The translation was chiefly 
the work of Gregory Martin. The Annotations weresupplied 
by Cardinal Allen and Dr. Bristow. 

In the Preface we are told the reasons which led to the 
making of the Version : — " Not upon erroneous opinion of 
necessity, that the Holy Scriptures should always be in our 
mother tongues, or that they ought or were ordained by 
God to be read indifferently of all, or could be easily un- 
derstood of every one that readeth and heareth them in a 
known language; or that they were not often, through 
man's malice and infirmity, pernicious and much hurtful 
to many, or that we generally and absolutely deemed il 
more convenient in itself, and more agreeable to God's 
word and honour, or edification ol the faithful, to have 
them turned into vulgar tongues, lhan to be kept and 
studied only in the ecclesiastical and learned languages : 
not from these or any such like causes do we translate the 
sacred booh, but upon special consideration of the present 
time, state, and condition of our country, into which divert 
things are either nece-sary or profitable and medicinal now, 
that otherwise in the peace of the Church were neither much 
requisite, mr perchance wholly tolerable. We, therefore, 
having compassion to see our beloved countrymen, with 
extreme danger of their souls, to use only such profane 
translations and erroneous men's mere phantasies for the 
pure and blessed word if truth. ..have set forth the New 
Testament, to begin withal, trusting that it may give occa- 
sion, after diligent perusal thereof, to lay away at least 
such impure versions as you (benign readers) have been 
hitherto forced to occupy." Such were the motives which 
induced the divines of Douay to translate the Bible inte 
English. Their zeal does uot appear to have found much 
favour with the heads of their Church, if we may judge 
from the fact that no less than twenty-seven yeais elapsed 
between the publication of the New Testament and the 
Old. The translation of the New Testament appeared, as 
we have said, at Rlieims, in the year 1582. That of the 
Old was published at Douay 1009, lG10. f In the Preface 
to the former ne are told that the translation of the whole 
Bible was finished, but that the Old Testament could not 
yet be published for want of lunds. It is not likely that 
this cause alone would have prevented the publication for 
a space of nearly thirty years. It is worthy of remark that 

• These epithets were applied, amongst others, by Gregory Martin, 
the translator of the Itlieuush Testament, and Matthew kellison, whose 
words have been quoted above. The ciae of Brotlier John, tt,e Mays 
Monk, is fresh in the recollection of us all: vide Catholic Laimak, 
April, lssi 

/ The year before the publication of the English Authorised Ver- 
sion. 



